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4.9.5.  PERFORMANCE MEASURE 5 – TRANSIT
This performance measure monitors the cost-effectiveness of 
transit in Tehama County, and is reported to the Tehama County 
Transit Agency Board. In accordance with section 99405(c) of 
the Public Utilities Code and the Transportation Development 
Act, the Transit Agency Board adopted resolution 11-2002, the 
alternative performance criteria for the transit system in lieu of 
the 10% Fare Box Recovery ratio. The criteria adopted was the 
actual cost per passenger which is an accurate and tangible 
measurement.  

	● Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:
	● Increase productivity
	● Increase efficiency
	● Reduce the cost per passenger
	● RTP Goals: 3, 6

4.9.6.  PERFORMANCE MEASURE 6 – 
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM INVESTMENT
This performance measure monitors the condition of the 
roadways in Tehama County, which can be used in deciding 
transportation system investment. PCI should be monitored 
tri-annually and this performance measure should have a high 
level of accuracy. This information can be used indirectly for 
benefit/cost analysis by estimating the costs of bringing all 
roadways up to a minimum acceptable condition. 

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

	● Safety
	● System preservation
	● Accessibility
	● Reliability
	● Productivity
	● Return on investment
	● RTP Goals: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5

4.9.7.  PERFORMANCE MEASURE 7 – LAND USE
This performance measure monitors the efficiency of land use 
and is reported over time since 2000. There is a need in Tehama 
County to balance land preservation with land use patterns 
that discourage sprawl and leap-frog development. Accessing 
this data requires minimal resource requirements and should 
be reviewed every 2 years for a high level of accuracy. This kind 
of data is not used for benefit/cost analysis. 

Desired outcome and RTP/State goals:

	● •Land use efficiency
	● Coordinate with Caltrans on State Highway projects to 

maintain them at acceptable levels and reduce lane miles 
needing rehabilitation

	● Recommend RTP projects to maintain roads at or above 
the minimum acceptable condition as set by the County

	● RTP Goals: 6
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5.1.4.  BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN
Funding for bicycle and pedestrian projects in Tehama County will come primarily from the Active Transportation Program, a 
highly competitive State grant program.

5.1.5.  AVIATION
The Federal Aviation Administration allocates an aviation grant of $10,000 per year, per eligible airport.

Table 5.6: Comparison of Bikeway and Pedestrian Costs to Expected Revenue

Table 5.7: Comparison of Aviation Costs to Expected Revenue

Comparison of Bikeway and Pedestrian Costs to Expected Revenue 

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost 

Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range 
Bikeway and Pedestrian Comparison $ $ $ $ 43,240,000 $ $ (43,240,000) 

Comparison of Aviation Costs to Expected Revenue 

Projected Revenue Projected Costs Revenue Minus Cost 

Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range Short Range Long Range 
Aviation Capital & Maintenance Comparison $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ 200,000 $ $ 
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October 16, 2024 

Butte County Association of Governments 
Attn: Andy Newsum, Executive Director 
326 Huss Dr. Suite 150 
Chico, CA 95928 

Re:  Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Mr. Newsum, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024 

Glenn County Local Transportation Commission 
Attn: Mardy Thomas  
Planning and Community Development Services Director 
225 N. Tehama St 
Willows, CA 95988  

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Mr. Thomas, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024 

Mendocino County Council of Governments 
Attn: Nephele Barrett, Executive Director 
525 South Main St, Suite B 
Ukiah, CA 95482 

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Ms. Barrett, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101 
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM 
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October 16, 2024 

Plumas County Transportation Commission 
Attn: Jim Graham, Executive Director 
1834 East Main Street 
Quincy, CA  95971 

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Mr. Graham, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101 
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM 
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October 16, 2024 

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency 
Attn: Sean Tiedgan, Executive Director 
1255 East Street, Suite 202 
Redding, CA 96001 

Re: Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Mr. Tiedgan, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 16, 2024 

Trinity County Transportation Commission 
Attn: Panos Kokkas, Executive Director 
P.O. Box 2490 
31301 State Highway 3 
Weaverville, CA 96093 

Re:  Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan 2025 

Dear Mr. Kokkas, 

The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is in the process of developing an update to the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the 2025 – 2045 planning horizon. The RTP is the long-range 
planning document required by law to define the policies, financial projections, and projects within the 
region. This information is used by TCTC, local agencies, tribes, and the State to implement transportation 
projects within Tehama County. 

Coordination and consultation with adjoining MPOs/RTPAs are recommended by the California 
Transportation Commission’s RTP Guidelines.  Our project team is soliciting any potential collaborative 
projects, and any comments your agency may have for inclusion in the Tehama County 2025 RTP. Input 
and comments can be submitted at the contact information provided below. Information about the RTP 
and the CEQA process are available at https://tehamartpa.org/.  

If you have any questions or would like additional information, please contact me by email at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez

Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Tehama County Transit Agency Board 
1509 Schwab Street 
Red Bluff, CA 96080 
(530) 602-8282 x 101
M-TH 6:30AM to 5:00PM
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October 25, 2024 

Greenville Rancheria 
Attn: Kyle Self 
PO Box 279, Greenville, CA 95947 
Phone: (530) 528‑8600 

RE: AB 52 request for consultation – 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project) 

Dear Kyle Self: 

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate 
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the 
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The 
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused 
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated 
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent 
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level 
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the 
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is 
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings 
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and 
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements 
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and 
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.  

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within 
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.  

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez 
Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 

Attachment A – Project Description 
Attachment B – Project Location Maps 
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ATTACHMENT A 

COUNTY OF TEHAMA 
 Regional Transportation Plan Project 

PROJECT LOCATION 
The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is 
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and 
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino counties 
to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County is 
approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills, fertile 
valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento River 
Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of Tehama 
County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County is in the 
Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of Brokeoff 
Mountain. 

BACKGROUND 
The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County 
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation 
improvements in the RTP identified as short‐term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is 
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually 
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be 
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). 

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal 
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of 
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource 
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by 
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, 
transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation. 
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Figure 1: Location Map 
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October 25, 2024 

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians 
Attn: Andrew Alejandre 
22580 Olivewood Avenue 
Corning, CA 96021 
Phone: (530) 670-1750 

RE: AB 52 request for consultation – 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project) 

Dear Andrew Alejandre: 

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate 
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the 
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The 
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused 
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated 
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent 
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level 
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the 
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is 
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings 
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and 
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements 
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and 
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.  

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within 
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.  

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez 
Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 

Attachment A – Project Description 
Attachment B – Project Location Maps 
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ATTACHMENT A 

COUNTY OF TEHAMA 
 Regional Transportation Plan Project 

PROJECT LOCATION 
The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is 
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and 
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino 
counties to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County 
is approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills, 
fertile valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento 
River Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of 
Tehama County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County 
is in the Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of 
Brokeoff Mountain. 

BACKGROUND 
The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County 
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation 
improvements in the RTP identified as short‐term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years) 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is 
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually 
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be 
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). 

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal 
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of 
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource 
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by 
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including 
roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation 
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Figure 1: Location Map 
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October 25, 2024 

Susanville Rancheria 
Attn: Wanda Brown 
795 Joaquin Street Susanville, CA 96130 
Phone: (530) 257-6264 

RE: AB 52 request for consultation – 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (Project) 

Dear Wanda Brown: 

This is a formal notice and invitation by the Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) to initiate 
AB 52 consultation for the proposed Project located in Tehama County. TCTC is working on the 
development of the 2025 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the planning horizon 2025-2045. The 
2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is focused 
on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually evaluated 
under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be consistent 
with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-level 
outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). The overall focus of the 
2025 RTP is to develop a coordinated and balanced multimodal regional transportation system that is 
financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of the plan. The coordination focus brings 
the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource agencies, commercial interests, and 
residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by considering investment and improvements 
for moving people and goods across all modes including roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and 
aviation. Please be advised that an Environmental Initial Study will be prepared for the Project.  

In adherence with Sec. 21080.3.1 of the California Public Resources Code (AB 52), please respond within 
30 days if you would like to schedule a meeting to initiate formal AB 52 consultation with TCTC.  

If you have any further questions regarding the Project, you may contact the Project Manager at 
jriskegomez@tehamartpa.org or (530) 602-8282. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Riske-Gomez 
Deputy Director of Public Works – Transportation 
Tehama County Transportation Commission 
(530) 602-8282 x 101

Attachment A – Project Description 
Attachment B – Project Location Maps 
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ATTACHMENT A 

COUNTY OF TEHAMA 
 Regional Transportation Plan Project 

PROJECT LOCATION 
The project area consists of the entire County of Tehama in the State of California. Tehama County is 
situated in the northern Sacramento Valley, approximately halfway between the City of Sacramento and 
the State of Oregon. The County is bound by Shasta County to the north, Trinity and Mendocino 
counties to the west, Glenn and Butte counties to the south, and Plumas County to the east. The County 
is approximately 2,950 square miles and 1,887,807 acres. The topography consists of rolling foothills, 
fertile valleys, flat-topped buttes, and vast rangelands. Tehama County is bisected by the Sacramento 
River Valley and contains large swaths of land that are part of national forests. The western boundary of 
Tehama County is situated in the Pacific Coast Mountain Range, and the eastern boundary of the County 
is in the Cascade Mountains. Elevations range from 341 feet in Red Bluff to 9,235 feet at the peak of 
Brokeoff Mountain. 

BACKGROUND 
The Tehama County Transportation Commission (TCTC) is the Regional Transportation Planning Agency 
(RTPA) for Tehama County. The RTPA is required by California law to adopt and submit an updated 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to the California Transportation Commission (CTC) and to the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) every five years. The last update to the Tehama County 
RTP was adopted in 2020. The horizon year for the 2025 Tehama County RTP is 2045, with transportation 
improvements in the RTP identified as short‐term (0-10 years), and long term (11-20 years). 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
The 2025 Regional Transportation Plan is considered a “project” under CEQA, and this Initial Study is 
focused on the Plan as a long-term planning effort. Projects identified within the Plan will be individually 
evaluated under CEQA at the project level when the project is being delivered. The RTP update must be 
consistent with the 2024 Regional Transportation Plan Guidelines, which requires inclusion of program-
level outcome-based performance measures and close ties to the Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) and the Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP). 

The overall focus of the 2025 RTP is directed at developing a coordinated and balanced multimodal 
regional transportation system that is financially constrained to the revenues anticipated over the life of 
the plan. The coordination focus brings the County, Caltrans, local communities, governmental resource 
agencies, commercial interests, and residents into the planning process. The balance is achieved by 
considering investment and improvements for moving people and goods across all modes including 
roads, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, trucking, and aviation. 
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Figure 1: Location Map 
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TEHAMA COUNTY TEHAMA COUNTY REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
PLANNING AGENCY TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Board Chambers
727 Oak Street, Red Bluff, CA 96080

(530) 527-4655
http://www.tehama.gov

AGENDA FOR WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 2024

Special Meeting

Chairman: Scott Miller, City of Red Bluff
Vice-Chairman: Kelly Zolotoff, Caltrans District 2

Robin Kampmann, City of Corning; Carolyn Steffan, City of Tehama
Tad Williams, Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians, Jim Simon, County of Tehama

This meeting conforms to the Brown Act Open Meeting Requirements, in that actions and 
deliberations of the Tehama County Regional Transportation Planning Agency Technical 
Advisory Committee created to conduct the people’s business are taken openly; and that the 
people remain fully informed about the conduct of its business. Any written materials related 
to an open session item on this agenda that are submitted to the Recording Secretary less 
than 72 hours prior to this meeting, and that are not exempt from 
disclosure under the Public Records Act, will promptly be made available for public inspection 
at Tehama County Transportation Commission, 1509 Schwab St., Red Bluff, CA 96080.

1. Call to Order

2. Public Comment

This time is set aside for citizens to address this Board on any item of interest to the public 
that is within the subject matter jurisdiction of the TCTAB provided the matter is not on the 
agenda or pending before this Board. The Chair reserves the right to limit each speaker to 
three (3) minutes. Disclosure of the speaker’s identity is purely voluntary during the public 
comment period.

4. TAC Announcements

Page 1 of 2 
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AGENDA September 11, 2024Tehama County Tehama County Regional Transportation 
Planning Agency Technical Advisory Committee

24-14735. Announcements

a) The next Regional Transportation Planning Technical Advisory Committee Meeting 
is scheduled for November 6, 2024. A Special Meeting will be held before that time to 
keep on target with the December 2, 2024 adoption target date for the Regional 
Transportation Plan. 

24-14996. 2024 Regional Transportation Plan - GreenDOT Transportation 
Solutions

GreenDOT Transportation Solutions, will give an informational presentation on the 
2024 Regional Transportation Plan Action Element. Following the presentation 
materials will be distributed to update the start-range and long-range project lists.

adopted-2024-rtp-guidelines-for-rtpas-2-a11yAttachments:

24-14747. APPROVAL OF MINUTES - Associate Transportation Planner Fox

a) Waive the reading and approve the minutes from the November 1, 2023, Regional 
Transportation Planning Agency Technical Advisory Committee (RTPA TAC) meeting.

110123 RTPA TAC Minutes.pdfAttachments:

Items for Future Agenda

Closing Comments

Adjourn

The County of Tehama does not discriminate on the basis of disability in admission to, access to, or 
operation of its buildings, facilities, programs, services, or activities. Questions, complaints, or 
requests for additional information regarding the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) may be 
forwarded to the County’s ADA Coordinator: Tom Provine, County of Tehama, 727 Oak St., Red Bluff, 
CA 96080, Phone: (530) 527-4655. Individuals with disabilities who need auxiliary aids and/or services 
or other accommodations for effective communication in the County’s programs and services are 
invited to make their needs and preferences known to the affected department or the ADA 
Coordinator.  For aids or services needed for effective communication during Tehama County Transit 
Agency Board meetings, please contact the ADA Coordinator prior to the day of the meeting. This 
notice is available in accessible alternate formats from the affected department or the ADA 
Coordinator.

Page 2 of 2 
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Tehama  
County 

Presented by:

September 
2024

2025 Regional
Transportation Plan 
Update
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TEHAMA COUNTY 
I RANSPORTATION COMMIS~IONI 



REGIONAL
TRANSPORTATION 
PLANS

Identifies future regional 
transportation needs and plan how 
these needs can and will be met.

L on g -ra n g e  (20  y e a rs )

 Roads

 Bridges

 Transit System

 Bikes and Pedestrians

W h a t ’s  In s id e

 Policy

 Action 

 Financial

L on g  R a n g e  P la n s  
H e lp  C om m u n it ie s ...

 Maintain character

 Improve infrastructure

 Progress forward
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P roject Categories

• Roadway

• Bridge

• Transit

• Bicycle and Pedestrian

• Aviation

 Set Performance Measures
• Infrastructure Condition

• System Reliability

• Safety

• Environmental Quality

ACTION 
ELEMENT

The Action Element is where new 
transportation projects take form. 
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J u ly -A u gu s t

S ep tem b er

D e v e lo p  P o lic ie s , 

P ro je c ts  a n d  

F in a n c ia l In fo rm a t io n

P re p a re  D R A F T  R T P

Dec em b er

F in a l A d o p t ion  

NEXT  S T EP S

O c tob er

C o lle c t  a n d  a d d re s s  

c o m m u n ity  in p u t
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Contact Jeff Schwein
530-781-2499
jeff@greendottransportation.com

Project Website: 
https://tehamartpa.org/planning-
documents/regional-
transportation-plan/

Questions or 
Comments?
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{Notice Published in the Red Bluff Daily News and Corning Observer} 

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING 

Tehama County Transportation Commission 
Monday, December 2, 2024, at 8:30 AM  
727 Oak Street in Red Bluff, CA 96080. 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Tehama County Transportation Commission will a hold public hearing to 
consider adoption of the 2025 Tehama County Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and associated Negative 
Declaration. The RTP provides a 20-year vision for local roadway improvements and maintenance, State 
Highways, bridges, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, and aviation improvements in Tehama County and is 
supported by transportation goals and projects for the planning horizon. The RTP also includes a funding 
plan (Financial Element) for implementing identified projects. The Final Draft 2025 Regional Transportation 
Plan will be available for review and public comment from November 1 through December 1, 2024, at 
https://tehamartpa.org/planning-documents/regional-transportation-plan/. 

The public hearing will be held during the regular meeting of the Tehama County Transportation Commission 
on Monday, December 2, 2024, at 8:30 AM. The meeting will be held at in the Board of Supervisors Chambers 
at 727 Oak Street in Red Bluff, CA 96080. The meeting agenda and minutes can also be reviewed by on the 
county website by following this link: https://tehamartpa.org/meetings/tctc/. 

Written comments to be included in the administrative record of the proceedings may be submitted in 
advance of the public hearing to Brittany White, Project Manager, brittany@greendottransportation.com, 
513-635-7063.

Pursuant to California Government Code 65009, if you challenge any of the above actions in court, you may 
be limited to raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in the 
notice, or in written correspondence delivered to the Tehama County Transportation Commission at, or prior 
to, the public hearing. 

Members of the public are invited to attend the public hearing. Public input is encouraged. 

DATED POSTED: November 1, 2024 
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Organization Contact Person Title
Caltrans District 2 Kelly Zolotoff Vice Chairman

City of Corning Robin Kampmann Member

City of Red Bluff Scott Miller Chairman

City of Tehama Carolyn Steffan Member

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians Tad Williams Member

Tehama County Public Works James N. Simon Tehama County Public Works Director

Organization Contact Person Title
Bell-Carter Foods, Inc.

Center for Economic Development Jason Schwenkler Director

City of Corning Brant Mesker City Manager

City of Corning Christina Meeds Planning

City of Corning Public Works Elijah Stanley Public Works Director

City of Red Bluff Robin Kampmann Public Works Director/City Engineer

City of Red Bluff Planning Tom Westbrook Interim City Manager/Community Development Director

City of Tehama Carolyn Steffan City Clerk

Corning Chamber of Commerce Staff

Crain Walnut Shelling, Inc. Miranda Iverson Customer Service Coordinator

Disablilty Action Center Paul Jones Administrative Manager

Lake California Community Office Scott Neilson General Manager

Lassen County Transportation Commission John Clerici Executive Secretary

Los Molinos Chamber of Commerce Staff

North Valley Services Allen Skaggs

Paratransit Services Daryl Baker Maintenace Manager

Paratransit Services Christie Scheffer Chief Operating Officer

Paratransit Services Sharon Young General Manager

Paratransit Services Wanda Gray

Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce Dave Gowan CEO

Sacramento River Discovery Center Bobbie Hughes

Siskiyou County Economic Development Tonya Dowse Executive Director

Tehama County Air Pollution Control District Joseph Tona Air Pollution Conrol Officer

Tehama County Farm Bureau Kari Dodd Excutive Director

Tehama County Planning Jessica Martinez Interim Planning Director

Tehama County Public Works James Simon Director

Tehama County Resource Conservation District Vicky Dawley District Advisor

Tehama County, Flood Control and Water Concervation District Justin Jenson Deputpy Director Public Works-Water Resources

Tehama Economic Development
Red Bluff Chamber of Commerce 

Staff

Walmart Distribution Center Darwyn Jones General Manager

TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE

STAKEHOLDERS
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Organization Contact Person Title
Butte County Association of Governments Jon Clark Executive Secretary

Butte County Public Works Joshua Pack Director 

Glenn County Transportation Commission Mardy Thomas Planning and Community Development Services Director

Medocino Council of Governments Nephele Barrett Executive Director

Plumas County Transportation Commission Jim Graham Executive Director

Shasta County Planning Paul Hellman Director

Shasta County Public Works Troy Bartolomei Director

Shasta Regional Transportation Agency Sean Tiedgen Executive Director

Trinity County Transportation Commission Panos Kakkas Executive Secretary

Organization Contact Person Title
Greenville Racheria Kyle Self Tribal Chariman

Greenville Racheria Patty Allen Chief Financial Officer/ICWA Designated Agent

Paskenta Band of Nomlaki Indians Lynn Siedschlag Director of Engineering and Development

Susanville Indian Rancheria Wanda Brown Human Resources

Agency Name Title
Amtrak Sean Kennedy

California Air Resources Board Cari Anderson

California Department of Conservation Stephen Testa

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Region 1

California Department of Parks and Recreation Lori Martin

California Department of Water Resources Dona Calder

California Energy Commission Janea Scott

California Environmental Protection Agency CalEPA

California Natural Resources Agency Secretary Secretary

California State Lands Commission Cy Oggins

California Trucking Association Shawn Yandon

California Water Resources Control Board Clint Snyder

Caltrans John Maxwell Regional Planner

Caltrans Kathy Grah Senior Transportation Planner

Caltrans Kimi Taguchi Associate Transportation PlannerSHOPP Coordinator

Greyhound Juan Castro Area Manager

NEIGHBORING COUNTIES

NEIGHBORING TRIBES

STATE PARTNERS
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Agency Name Title
Bureau of Land Management Derrick Wilson District Manager

Bureau of Land Management Jennifer Mata Agency Administrator/Field

Lassen Volcanic National Park John Fish Chief Ranger

National Park Service Ana Cholo Public Information

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Erica Haga Emergency Management 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Anthony Bertain Security Program Manager

U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service Marha Maciel Assistant Regional Director of the Pacific Southwest Division

U.S. Forest Service Joseph Kennedy

FEDERAL PARTNERS

A33



PUBLIC COMMENTS
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Date Received Name Organizatiom Comment Received

11/13/2024 Elijah Stanley City of Corning

The City of Corning has reviewed 

the Tehama County Regional 

Transportation Plan Draft and 

have no comments

11/8/2024 Dave McGowan Red Bluff Chamber of Commerece

It looks like a very comprehensive 

plan. Any additional monies we 

could get for County roads in 

addition to that listed would be 

huge!

PUBLIC COMMENTS
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APPENDIX B
COORDINATION WITH STATE WILDLIFE 

ACTION PLAN
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Table 5.4•3 Focal SpMies of Conservation Strat<?gies Developed for Conservation Targets - Central Valley and 
Sierra Nevada Province 
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Table S.4-3 focal Species of Conservauon Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets - Central Valley and 
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Table 5.4-3 Focal Species oi Conservation Strategics Developed for Conservation Targets - Central Valley and 
Sierra Nevada Province 
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Table 5.4• 3 Focal Specoes of Conservation Strategi~s Developed for Conservation Targets - CMtral Valley and 
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SactMIIEl\'3 _perdl MT,op&ts inlerrt~,W- X 
QeQ, IA<e Ilk peldl ur f/tlll:i loo....,. J( 

Mi'.tll~l'ln Cl>llll.!Q{jll!f J( 

Tulare-
a.-
v .... 
HUC 
1.803 

.t 
if .. 
i z 
J 
l2 " . !f 
!! 

X 

)( 

X 

X 

X 

X 
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Table 5.4-3 Foe.al Spi,cies of Conservation Strategies D~vcloped for Conservation Tarqcts - Central Valley and 
Sierra Nevada Province 

Corrmo<> Name 

PilSrulpin 
Alnplil,ians 
Uifao~tiqef~' 
Srulhl'm "'"9-ltled 
salatnandtr 
li=10nt sa~e,• 
Moonl lw.11 <!ldr!md@,' 

Rl!dll@ll«ln~ 
\Vtsleln~OOI' 
XE!nunp,sl«idel 
sa~ 
Tl!lachapi "1erder salamander 
iw:a.r.11 ~let'icl!t ~ 
Yosenite load 
Nortlie,r, loopard iCQ 

fooilillvl'llow leQqed ~• 
U ,fania ltd•- [!M' 

Srulh!m rr<>unl3n y,lltw• 
i.oo.dkcq 

Si!ira Nevada)elow IEgged 
r,oq 
~ 
~-potd 
w· 
811.rlt-nosed ~ ·aa,j• 
Bbin,ille's holll!d lizard (roast 
homfdlil.ald)' 
s-bru!lliaMd 
\v.st,,nst;,-1( 

"'fom~ 1- lizard' 
Sollhl'm rlilbe<boa' 
Rino·ned:ed w~ 
GiifamiaMOUllAinlu~ 
San Jo.ciuin "'1jp111ai<t 
G~sral>l 
Coast ooldl1lOISed ,n~• 

Gianl gater snake' 
linls 
Groater l'ltii!e-fronced ooose 
Soo4y gtaJse 
OOom~ quai 

S<ienUfit Name 

t:uspiw,J,r 

""""'1141110 cil;bmien.se 
Amllyst"""' mooo<lxl)un 

trv,w,s 

H\tt01nan!.Oft!il!J~ 

Torimcla!>1ll 
Sl)IO ltiJtnmot>di 
8"tlllrJ1olf7l smo!Lll 

~ SNIJlins, 

~ 
Mlllt.lru( (.iffi)M 

~ /lllliMI 
/llanalw..: 

~ dl'l'W'.(nl 

llononll.rl'a>!O 

llano....,. 

AltinM')'l tr""7lMl!a 

(iom!,eoosJa 

,,,,,,,._,,,.t,m,,Jrii 

""""""'""""""' 
P!emfon !kilWJIIOS 
Mr>ielilp,J/tilro 
O.ima um/JfatJO> 
~Pt,rl<fll(lls 

/.amlftP"l!i! .llYIOJQ 

~/i1¢limnm'di 
PillJcp/Mllll&'lj'lr 

Sal,odo'a he.-allp(s-Ll'lm 
~9igos 

At"" •lblfrM< 
Omn)~s(ulqtrJlus 
Gl/Jlp!p.la~ 

Conserv•tion Units and Ta,gets' 

San 
Great SiefllaNellilda Sierra Saaamento 

Cenlral 
.looquin 

lahontan 
I/alley Foothils Neyada HUCUO:l HUC:1605 HUC 

1$04 

ii 
~ 

t ! .!! i 5 ~ ] 8, 
C 

I C J 
... * ·2' a l r, -l lf 

.Jj 

! ~ 

61 
~ ~ 1 ] l ! ii "' t< 

li 
"i ... ·" .. -l t - .j ... 

~ 

IJ Ii ·t l it .?l I ·i ·i .. li i i! 11 :z z z 
.!!~ • ~ 

!i 
z iJ ij C 

JI 
.!! Iii ii iJ 

.. ·a, 
I ii ~ ! ~ ~f "'f 

lj Ii .ll 
6~d al ff ~ ]J C 

.i:: :a:"' OI 

1 1 I I 1 1 I 1 1 1 1 1 

X X X X X 

)( X X X X 

X X X X 
X X 

X 
X X X X 

X 

X X 
X 

)( J( 

X X 
X 
X X X 

X X X X X 

:,( X 

X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X 

X X 
X X 

X X X X 
X 

X X X X ll X 
X X 

X X X X 
X X X X X X X 

X X X X 

X X X X X X 

X X X )( X X X 
X )( 

X X )( X X X 

Tulare• 
Buena 
\/Im 
HUC 
1!1!3 

.c .., ... 
·i :z 
II 
i 
€} 
~ f 
ti 
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fre,hwater lllanh 

NorthCoMIDI Md Montane 
Rlparion Fo...i and Woodlom 

Pocific North,""'1 Conifer Forests 

Coastal Dune Ind Bluff Scrub 

North Coaslal ond Montan• 
Rlpari.,, Fom<t and Woodin 

Pociflc Northwost Sobalpine Forest 

ft 
[ 

z 

if 
Ii 

i · 
n [---~~{~[ ilf. 1~:1 I I. C..lifomla l'oothil and VAllflY 

Forests Md Woodlands 

Alpioo Veg,t,00,1 

Fen (\¼Ii Meadow) 

Mont>ne Upland Deciduous Scrub 

Mountain RiparlanScrubandWel -Sobel pile Aspe,, Foresu and Pin<! 
v.bodland; (Mcaclo\-.s) 

Sobolpi,e.Aspm FoA'!SISand Pine 
v.bodlilndi (/1,\oture CooWe, Forest) 

Western Upland Gr...iands 

WM Moontain Meadow 

Native Aqwnic Species 
Aosermlagcs/ Coll'mUrities 

I 

B[flf 
~-;;· 31 

:, 
c::: 
a­
i 
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><. X >< X "" X 

>< X >< >< >< 

>< "" >< 

Fre.shwot er MMs h ~ 
North Coastal and Moomn• 

1j'Z 

!Uparion Fol1!5tondWoodlom ii 
.... ;i 

l►.ocifit North""'51 Conifer Forests i --
>< >< ,. 

X >< >< X 

><. X X X >< X 

Coastal Ouno a,,d Bklff Scrub I 

it North Cooslal and Mootant I Riparian ForMtandWoodlom ,~ 
Pacific NorthwestSubalpint Forest I i· 

>< >< >c :>< X >< X >c 

X 

Califomla FoothBI ard Valley !f if. f i J. forests and Woodlands 

AlpillC! Vegetation 

x >< x X. >< >< Fen (Wot Meadow) 

>< '"' >< X X Mont-, Vpland Dedduous Scrub 

>< >< >< X X >< 

X X X X. >< >< 

Mot.rltaln RlparlanS<rub1ndWet 
"' ~ I 

9Jbelpi,eAspen Forests and Pinc ;; 
Woodoods (Meado\'4) 

>< x X >< X 
Subolpi,•Aspen Forests and Pin• 
Woodia,,ds (Mall« ConWer farestl 

X >< X "" X >< West.em Vfin Grasslands 

>< >< >< ><. >< >< W<'I Mourufn Moacbw 

N.,tiv• Aquatft Species :C £Zf 

Asserrlllages/ Coorrnunities ;11-t~ 
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Table 5.1·3 Focal Speoes of Conservation Strategics Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast 
and Klamath Province 

Conservation units and Ta,getS1 

Northern IClamalh-

N°"""m Noc,f,em Calitomia 
Califon-.. N-
i.n!erio, l<t>m.a!h Cafolomia 

California Coast Coast Ranges 
Coast Coastal 

Ranges HUC IBOl 

j .0 

I 
..,. 

lO 2 I lj 
f!"l! j l!"l! 

I>! 
Common Nan-e S<ienrffic Niimi, 1 i .i' 

i 1 " lt f -R gJ .i gi ~ 
Ii 

·s I ]I 
"l! i 1 i - i.s ! i il ,; ,; ;:: Ji ~l ~s "2 "21 

u "' "l!l ~1 C J 
C 

i iJ I 1 .. ii I f 1 -~ i) }! 1 u 
J3: ·" }l j t1 .2 5 ~ ~- i t ~ .z I t if tl 

~ 
11 .§ i 

1 
.§ z ,. 

i ., i E 

-ii j 1· ~ .c .Ii 
~ ~, I! ~ ii I ,l: ! ti ~ C f ~i ~ 

&! e. ~.2 .. ~ 3: z~ 
M3mmals 

Padl§c rt'.a'l!ll' ~t:.tSOJINlntJ X X X X X X X X X X X (•01"'1lCllrn/) 

tt,nlbOklt rnartM' "1<:lttfcautlll1J 
(•Olr,,,rono/ X X 
hll~ 

Americ.inbadgel T®dea t®.l! X X 
Fi<h!t ~Coa!IDPS' Pdonia f•M<lJltl} 

X X X X X f)MIIIIIII 

Rwe-owr Lontro canod.!rosis X X 
Wtsttfn spot led !1:111k !oiogott ,rotilis X X X 
Mo1111ain kl<! f\rnaCllll(l)bt X )( 

TtA>ellt" Cffit,s~ 
X ,_,,,,, 

Rooleleil £11' Cttws talWl!llSis 
X X X X X roose,elri 

CoLroboa ~ -tltled ~ lltnlioiM 
X X X X X X X X ~ (~ 
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Table 5.1·3 Focal Species of Conservation Strategies Developed for Conservation Targets in the North Coast 
and Klamath Province 

C~tio('I Units and Targmt 

Nord,em Klamath· 

NO<ttlem NO<ttlem Cai lomia 
(almlri, Nonhem 
IM.e.rior lOamalh Calilomia 

California Coast CoastRanges 
Coast Coa,tal 

Ranges HUC lll01 

I 
.., 

111 I 
t,; 

" ~ 11 
t 11 

ll 

;j 
:i< 

Common Name Smnti5c - .2 1 I j-

I 1 .., .., ti 
1 -I 

iJ .. ,. Ii Ii '! 
:5 it 1 if i.9 .l2 I i! 'E .. 

::E 8 l1 ~; .s 111 
., j} I 

C ~ al ii j 11 ] ·i ? g 
~ • ii " jJ ti i } j J; 

11 Ji j a. i :2 - ~- .!I 

i j ~! r :> 

11 r~ ~ C 

I i 11 ~ l ~ I i ·' ~ a " ! 
ii ii 1! zl I l1 ]I. .! ~ ~~ i3 I I ~ ~ v ~ vti_ < 

Birds 

Spotted~ Pip:{n rno<llbtuf X 

T,mkxed bl.ldbird' "9«"'" ~cw X 
Yelk)w.he.!ded XaM/locq,/loll,$ 

X 11.!0bira· ~ 
Milmmals 

SU\llllslvtw'- rc,e.c <ffl!!uUi/lWl<tl X X 
P.ilidbat' MIJO.m111 plif,lrus X X 
Ta..nserds big-e;irtd Col)'l")llaros X ~ X X X b.lr 10,mw,dli 

1!il)·b«,,vnb21 !j)J2,ic1Jl /ulM X 

Swerh.lredb.X !Al!.D!fl!MS X 
nocllV09a111 

ltiayM l.a!iinJs!Wrell! X 
t.ang ~ttl ~(bat)' ~...«is X X X X X X X X 

liing,d ¥111 !Ml' M)1:lt~~ X X 
t.an9•il'ggl'd "¥Xii 
(ball' 

M)<>(~M>bllS X X 

o,~~tae• l~OIIHWOIIUS 
bn'll~ X X X X X 

~• brusllral:lbir st,,T"S'JS bodlmant 
tyl(JIIUS 

X 

l'IIIM Ar@i-. fflOIJIILlin 
tiu.e· 

Acbdaflr.o rufa n9'<) X X X 

Normem ny,og ~ Gfoua,mys llJlri,us X X X 
San~inpad(el l::t~s ~/lO!IJl X ~· 
~ Amenclln OOl'fl!I Ul!IO,~ X X X 
Sonon-ia ,....,..,... IAtllonn!u< porno l( 

V.ltire-loo<ed ,ole IAtbor:n116 "2,v,es X X 

~looled "°°-11ill ~toma futjJes X 
Padlic jumpr,g rr,:,w Z~tnr«mus X X X X X X 
Siecta Ne.ooa rod fol<' ,\i~ ,iJ.ptJ l)OO!!O( )( 

Ri>gl:il' &llloriscus llltl.M X X X 
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q .Q - [ t f t l $ i ' If l 
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f 
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;1 .. 
<T 

i z w 
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if ll [ i lf Ii' i I I { 
1-{ ~ 1 l I~ a 

i ~ I i ~ I ( i t g ~ I . , 

l iJI i. J. f f i i .. 
~ 1 il ~ .. ! ~- i t !l ~ " i a: 

-

~ 
l 
f 

Freshwot er Mirs h ,, North Coasllil and Mon~ne 
Riparian Fon,stalldWoodloud m· 

" Pocifit Nord11wst Cooner Forests i --
Coastal Dure ard Bluff Scrub I 

[t 
Norlh c:oasw and Montane I Riparian Foro>t and Woodlond ! '2 

ID :.;: 

' Q 
Pocific Norlhwe,t Sobolpine Fcrest I i!· 

X X 

I"\ 

!i al o 

l
<:alilomia Food,111 ,>nd Valey i i-:!; I 
Fcrest< and Woodlands ! r. 3 i· 
Alpine Vogetatioll C: 

Ftn(WetMeacbw) a· 
!! a. 

Montane Upand Declduou$ Sctw .i 
a_ 

Mol.ntllin 1!4>MianScrub and Wet 

f Mead<>w 
SobelplneAspen Fottst$IIM Pine "" Woodlands (Meadows} 

SullllpineAsl)cn i'oreslU!ld Pine 
Woodl.,nd, (Mit..-e Con~« Fcrestl 

X X Wt'$tern Upand Grasslarm 

W.t Mou min Meadow 

><. X X X X X X >< X X X )< >< X X 
NalMlAquatic Species 5i~lf 
As< crrblages/ COrrmu 11 ries il! - f-31 
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I i I 3 
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X X X X 

~ 

[ f 
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~ 
~ 
I 

Fresiw,a;ter Marsh Q 
!!; :z 

North c-tal and Mon""'• ~ i 
RiparianForestandWoo;!Jand ~ ! 
Pacific --Conifer Fo,.,.,. i 
Coastal Dunc and Bluff Scrub I [ i 
North Ca.stal and Monlll!1e I l' 
Riparian foiest lll<IWooclland 'N i 

:, 

Poem, --Su~n• Faest I .. 
Coifomlo foolhll and Valley I ~ s I ~ I Is I 

Faests and Woodlands 'i !! !!' g ~ i · 3 . , 

Alpno Vtgot400fl I §' i 
if ' 

Fon (Wet Meadow) ! i .,_ , 
~ ! 

Moot.Inc Uplond O.Ciduous Salb i I 
=RiparianS<ruband\Yet f -, 
SubllpineAspen ~o...tsand Ptie s- I 
WOodlandl (Meadow,) 

Sut»lpiMA>pen Forest.und Pwie 
Woodland< (Mattxe Ccnffer faesl) 

l'/Qswn u,~orld G-assl111ds 

w., Mcurtain Meadow 

Not iveAqultic Specie, ~ 2' ~ ~ ~ 
Ass-lagos/Comnurili~ ~ [ f f J 
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Table 5.1-2 K!!y Ecological Attributes - North Coast and Klamath Province 

Consewation Units and Ta,aets 

Northem 
Northern Klarn.lth• 
Ca6fomia Northem 

Northern California 
Interior Kl3/Nth c.alifomia California Coast Coast 
Coast Coastal 

Ranges Ranges HUC1801 

j ~ ~ I ~ "''ti if .!: cf ,f "0 

!j "' 
Q. 

Key Ecological Attributes C: 
~ ~ "' i ! 

-g -g "0 !!~ b .Ii "' "' ii -{l 111 ~i l VI ~i _g. ~ u I '3 t :e 
·e :; .8 >~ 2 I .II~ ii 8 ii5 ji ~ ]3 

I 
~ .x .2 f je I ]i I i i li i iJ "! l 

i 8.j 
\!) 

l "1;! 
ji 8 1 Ii C: 

Ji ~ I .2 1 ! a! ~- ~- ! ~ I . I ii u li 
j -~ I > I i ·j > 

t
!! 1 

t
!! I i I < 

~ ~ llil !! ai ~! ~! ~ 

1 l! ~ ] l! ~ ~ J j ~ I I 'i: ::::.::::. 2 

Alea and extent of mmrrunity X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

fire regure X X X X X X X X X X 

UlflnedlVI)' i¥TIO!l!J COITVTUll!les aid 
X X X X X X X 

ecosystems 

~<fynamcs X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Comzrurvty suucture and co~on X X X X l( X X X X X X X X X 

Hydrological rl'girne X X )( X X X X X 
Soil quait)t and sediment deposition 
regime 

X X )( X X 

S&,tace water fklw regime X X 

Water cemperan,es an:! chemlstly X 

Pollutam mnrenuabons .incl dynamics X 



 

 

B15

Table 5.4-4 Key Pressures on Conservat ion Targets - Central Valley and Sierra Nevada Province 
Conservation Units and Tarqets 

Tulan!• 

Central 
San Buena 

Great Sierra Nevada Sierra Sacramento Lahontin 
J0;tquin Vista 

Valley Foothills Ne\OOa HUC1802 HUC160S HUC Lalces 
1804 HUC 

1803 
Pressure ! -8 ·l! 

.., ! !! i I -& ~ l !I .., 8-
~ 1" ~ u: .i 

~] li b li ? . } .. 
.J z 

ii_!! 
'€ 16 5! i :B a. :fl .g }! i t .. i ~ ~ §, J ~ji, j 

--p !! 0 
C ~ :z 

6 1 Jf l21 !; ... Is ~ 
a .,

1
t ! z .. 

if 
l i li ... "! !! 3c I zl !{ 

1·ii j '§ j .§ i r' v~e ~ 3 ., i -11 j I 5g~ -l jJ :E 

Ji 11 a;,i'j i I ~ !! ~1 
.tf 6 as .:,g zu:.S < ~ < ~ ... 

Agfialllural and l01esny ~IS J( X X 
AM.Jal and pe,-.iaf non-Mlbet oops X X X X J( X J( 

Clmlll! dlarge X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Cormlen:ial and nduslral atm X X 

Dams and \\'ater ma/'Qqeml!j'lt/use X X X X X X X X 
F<t aoo frt supprasron X X X X X X X X J( X 
ltlusellold se..llge .nlurblr\ wag.ew.irer X X X X 

Ho\Jlfnq and \Wban ate.ll X X X X X X X X X X 

ridustn.l and m,wiy ~ n!S 
k\UOlilc.ed gl!flf!licfflattrial X X X 

ltWash,e plan!S/.lnrnals X X X X X X X X X X X 

livestock, latri1i1.andt.ndwlQ X X )( X X X X X X X X X X X 
[Main<, and wood har,..um J( X X X 

M;meandf~tcr ~aiaJl1liri! X 

MiniNi.rid~ X J( X 

P.r.asite:Vpatlllqen~ases X 
R!Ct&l!iln.ll mi~ X X X X X X X 

Reoeveble en~ )( X X X X 

Roads .ind ,M'oads X X X X X X X 
Tiuism ,111(!11!<moon a-

llli~ty aM service fnes X X 
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T 11ble S.l -4 Key Pressures on Conservation Targets - North Coast and Klamath Province 

I Conservation u.-.ts and Targcu 

NOl'lhem Northtom Klamath-
Califomla Northern 

Northem CaGfornia California lnte,ior KIDmath California COffl Coast 
COMt C<Wtal Ranges Ranges HUC1801 

ti i .0 
,:> 

i 
., ., ~ 

I I!! ~ C 

., ] i! .f .f 1£ £ ~ 
Pressure .0 

~ "' -g 1 "O .. "' 6 
., .. 2! -ti ·J JJ 'li ~ .. :i ~ .g 

j! .,, i > :, .0 ;!,;;; i.§ j ! ~ ·s 
ti 

·; :; 
~ "O 

;g 6 
as :ii ~ II\ 1~ l; ~ i l E u ti 

.,, 

1 l j 1 l i - e ll ~ .,,! 
11 l ii ~ 

it Jl i ·i C •il .. I ! .'t = ! ·5 5 i2 .'t 
i ,s 1 C 11 lt 

C 

z C z > g: 5 '! .. C a .f f 
i V 11 v & :C ~ ~ ~1 ~ ~ i :a ~ 8 1 :a ~ !! .§ 1 I Ii ~i } C 0 1~ i; 
.l: z a: 0. u z a: 0. .t ~ ::E ~ V\ 3: ~ 

:mriculrural and forestty 
uents X X X X )( 

Airborne pollutantS X 

Annual and perennial noo-
tonber crops )( )( X X 

Cirnaie dmge X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Com~rcial and indllSlrial a!PilS X X X 

Dams and water X X X X maoaqemenVuse 
Fire and fire suppressioo X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Gi!lbage and said waste X 

Household sewage and urbilll X X X X wastew~ter 
Housing and urban areas X X X X X X 
lndtmnal and rrn~t.lly effluenis X X 

lnuoduool genetic material X X 
Invasive plants,lan.nals X X X X X X X X X X X X X 

Livestock, famii~ and 
ranching X X X X X X X X X X X X 

loggRJ and wood harvesMg X X X X X X X X X 

Manne and fre5nwater X aquaaJlrure 
Mining and quarrying X X 
P.rasite~pathogeosldiseases )( X X X 

Recreabonal aCllVities X X X X 

Renew.ible ertr!lgf X 

Roads nl raloads X X X X X X 

Wood and pulp pl.1ntawns 
I I I X I I I I I 
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RTP Project 
Number

Lead Agency Funding Source Description
CON year 

amended for 
2025 RTP

Project Cost 
(esc. From 

previous cost 
estimate)

2019-2029-Maint-

Corning
City of Corning HUTA/SB1/RSTP Misc. Roadway Maintenance Project (Year 1 thru Year 10) 2025-2035  $    3,000,000 

Short Range Total  $    3,000,000 

2030-2039-Maint-

Corning
City of Corning HUTA/SB1/RSTP Misc. Roadway Maintenance Project (Year 11 thru Year 20) 2036-2045  $    3,000,000 

01-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Blackburn Avenue (widening and reconstruction) 2040  $      1,100,000 

02-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Solano Street, Houghton and Toomes Avenues (widening and 2040  $      1,375,000 

03-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional South Avenue Interchange Improvements Phase II 2040  $      -   

04-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional 99W, Solano to South Avenue, Widening & Bridge Reconstruction 2040  $    8,690,000 

05-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Stripping and Roadway Illumination-Citywide 2040  $         165,000 

06-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Third Street Widening, N. City Limits to Solano St. 2040  $        660,000 

07-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Fig Lane Extension and Proposed Jewett Creek Bridge 2040  $     1,980,000 

08-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Kirkwood Rd. and Fig Lane Intersection Relocation 2040  $        220,000 

09-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Colusa Street Extension 2040  $   715,000 

10-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Solano Street and Third Street 2040  $          715,000 

11-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Oren Avenue at Solano Street (Hoag Road) 2040  $         715,000 

12-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Marguerite Avenue at Blackburn Avenue 2040  $         715,000 

13-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Third Street at Blackburn Avenue 2040  $         715,000 

14-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Solano Street at Houghton Avenue 2040  $         715,000 

15-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Fig Lane at Marguerite Avenue 2040  $  715,000 

16-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  Fig Lane at Hwy 99W 2040  $          715,000 

17-Road-Corning City of Corning Local/Regional Solano Interchange East Side Improvements:  relocate sign, 2040  $         715,000 

Long Range Total  $     23,625,000 

01-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Kimball Road Rehabilitation (Montgomery Rd. to S. Jackosn St. 2030  $        1,110,000 

02-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP South Main St Rehabilitation  (SR36 to Diamond Ave.) 2030  $      1,672,000 

03-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Monroe Street Rehabilitation & ADA Access (Breckenridge St to 2030  $      1,635,000 

04-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff HUTA/SB1/RSTP Walnut Street Rehabilitation & ADA access 2030  $      1,482,400 

05-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Johnson St. Rehabilitiation (Hickory St. to Douglas St) 2030  $         643,100 

Short Range Total  $    6,542,500 

06-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Railroad Crossing @ South Main/UP Overcrossing replacement 2040  $           4,400,000 

Table 4.1

City of Red Bluff - Long Range

City of Corning - Short Range

ROADWAY PROJECTS

City of Red Bluff - Short Range

City of Corning - Long Range
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RTP Project 
Number

Lead Agency Funding Source Description
CON year 

amended for 
2025 RTP

Project Cost 
(esc. From 

previous cost 
estimate)

City of Corning - Short Range07-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Traffic Signal:  South Jackson @ Aloha 2040  $        550,000 

08-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Traffic Signal: Jackson @ Oak 2040  $        550,000 

09-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Luther Road Rehabilitation (South Jackson Street to Airport) 2040  $        638,000 

12-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Walnut St. @ Paskenta Road Intersection Improvements 2040  $      1,826,000 

13-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Vista Way Extension to Montgomery St. 2040  $     2,200,000 

14-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Luther Road @ S. Main Intersection Reconstruction, Rehabilitation 2040  $     3,803,800 

10-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional Baker Road and Walnut Street Intersection Improvements 2040  $     -   

11-Road-Red Bluff Red Bluff Local/Regional South Main Street Interchange Reconfiguration (**Caltrans** ) 2040  $      -   

Long Range Total  $     13,967,800 

01-Road-Tehama City of Tehama RSTP
B St From San Benito to 2nd St - roadway and shoulder 

reconstruction
2025  $      1,120,000 

02-Road-Tehama City of Tehama SB1/HUTA/Local
H St from 5th St to east of 2nd St to end of right-of-way - roadway & 

shoulder reconstruction
2025  $        381,000 

03-Road-Tehama City of Tehama
Local/Regional 

Programs

F St from 5th St to east of 2nd St to end of right-of-way - roadway & 

shoulder reconstruction
2026  $        352,000 

04-Road-Tehama City of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Traffic calming, 5th St & C St 2026  $       840,000 

Short Range Total  $    2,693,000 

05-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
Tehama Avenue from east end of bridge to westerly city limits (+/-

2,000 LF)
2027  $       430,000 

06-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
G St from west of 5th St (end of city right-of-way) to east of 2nd St 

(+/- 1,600 LF)
2028  $        340,000 

07-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
E St from west of 5th St (end of city right-of-way) to east of 2nd St 

(end of city right-of-way) (+/-1,600 LF)
2028  $        340,000 

08-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
2nd St from north of C St (end of city right-of-way) to I St (+/-2,700 

LF)
2029  $        570,000 

09-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
I St west of 5th St (end of city right-of-way) to east of 2nd St (end of 

city right-of-way) (+/-1,600 LF)
2029  $       340,000 

10-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
Cavalier Dr from north of C St (end of city right-of-way) to C St (+/-

160 LF)
2030  $           35,000 

11-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
4th St from north of C St (end of city right-of-way) to I St (+/-2,700 

LF)
2030  $         570,000 

12-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
C St & Tehama Ave from east end of bridge to east end of C st (city 

limits) (+/-1,900 LF)
2032  $        410,000 

13-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 5 St from north of North B St (end of city limits) to E St (+/-1,600 LF) 2032  $       340,000 

14-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional Cavalier Dr from C St to D St (+/-1,200 LF) 2032  $       260,000 

City of Tehama - Long Range

City of Tehama - Short Range
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RTP Project 
Number

Lead Agency Funding Source Description
CON year 

amended for 
2025 RTP

Project Cost 
(esc. From 

previous cost 
estimate)

City of Corning - Short Range15-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 2nd St from I St to East Gyle Road (+/-1,400 LF) 2035  $        300,000 

16-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
East Gyle Road from 5th Street to east of 2nd St (end of city right-of-

way) (+/-1,700 LF)
2035  $       360,000 

17-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
3rd St from north of C St (end of city right-of-way) to I St (+/-2,700 

LF)
2035+  $        570,000 

18-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional
D St from West of 5th (end of city right-of-way) to east of 2nd St 

(end of city right-of-way) (+/-1,600 LF)
2035+  $       340,000 

19-Road-Tehama City of Tehama Local/Regional 5th St from E St to Hail Road (end of city right-of-way) (+/-4,500 LF) 2035+  $        950,000 

 Long Range Total  $    6,155,000 

M1-Maint.-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Roadway Maintenance-Short Range 2025-2035  $          54,876,679 

01-Road-County County of Tehama STIP (Programmed) 99W Gap Closure, Glenn Co Line-South Ave, rehab 2030  $    9,483,000 

02-Road-County County of Tehama STIP (Programmed) 99W Gap Closure: Libert to Gyle 2026  $      6,166,650 

07-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/HUTA/SB1/RSTP Lake California Drive Roadway Improvement Project 2028  $     10,355,882 

13-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Reeds Creek Erosion Repair (3 locations) 2030  $      4,251,000 

Short Range Total  $     85,133,211 

08-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Gyle Road & 99W Roundabout 2040  $     1,800,000 

04-Road-County County of Tehama Long Range HSIP South Avenue, Million Road to Hall Road Intersection 2040  $     1,200,000 

05-Road-County County of Tehama Long Range HSIP Hall Road, South Avenue to Gardiner Ferry 2040  $     1,200,000 

06-Road-County County of Tehama Long Range HSIP Bowman Road, Wildridge to Interstate 5 2040  $     2,400,000 

12A-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP South Avenue Reconstruction-Phase 1 2040  $    6,000,000 

12B-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional South Avenue Reconstruction-Phase 2 2040  $         14,400,000 

13-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Baker Road Recon. Widening, Turn Lane 2040  $    6,000,000 

34-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Bend Ferry Road Reconstruction 2040  $     1,800,000 

M2-Maint.-County County of Tehama HUTA/RSTP Roadway Maintenance-Long Range 2040  $    91,320,000 

14-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local South Avenue & Hall Road-Roundabout 2040  $    3,600,000 

17-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local South Avenue & Kirkwood Road 2040  $     1,800,000 

19-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Hooker Creek & Bowman Road 2040  $     1,800,000 

20A-Road-County County of Tehama HUTA/SB1/RSTP Bowman Road Reconstruction Phase I 2040  $     6,740,797 

20B-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Bowman Road Reconstruction Phase II 2040  $      7,059,600 

24-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local 99W & Tyler Road 2040  $     1,800,000 

25-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Barham Road & Liberal Avenue Intersection Improvements 2040  $           3,000,000 

26-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Plymire Road & Baker Road Intersection Improvements 2040  $     1,800,000 

27-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Walnut Street & Wilder Road Intersection Improvements 2040  $     1,800,000 

28-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local South Avenue & Rowles Road Intersection Improvements 2040  $     1,800,000 

29-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Corning Road & Rawson Road Intersection Improvements 2040  $     1,800,000 

County of Tehama - Long Range

County of Tehama - Short Range
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RTP Project 
Number

Lead Agency Funding Source Description
CON year 

amended for 
2025 RTP

Project Cost 
(esc. From 

previous cost 
estimate)

City of Corning - Short Range30-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local 99W & Liberal Avenue Intersection Improvements 2040  $     1,800,000 

15-Road-County County of Tehama HSIP/Local Lake California secondary access road 2040  $      -   

21-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Rancho Tehama Road Reconstruction 2040  $   12,000,000 

23-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Kirkwood Road Reconstruction, widening, and geometric change to 2040  $     1,034,400 

35-Road-County County of Tehama FLAP Jellys Ferry Reconstruction North 2040  $    7,200,000 

31-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Evergreen Road Reconstruction 2040  $    9,000,000 

32-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Gyle Road Rehabilitation 2040  $   12,000,000 

36-Road-County County of Tehama
Local/Regional 

Programs

Jellys Ferry South-Widen Shoulder and Overlay (I5 to Bend Ferry 

Road)
2040  $    9,600,000 

37-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Hooker Creek and Bowman Road Interchange Replacements 2040  $         72,000,000 

38-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Sunset Hills Drive Interchange Reconstruction 2040  $     3,600,000 

39-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Countywide Emergency Siren System TBD  $           2,000,000 

40-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Countywide Emergency Evacuation Wayfinding and Routing TBD  $        250,000 

41-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Genasys Countywide Notification System TBD TBD

42-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Lake California Secondary Emergency Access – Fire Lane Access TBD TBD

43-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Manton and Mineral Area Projects TBD TBD

44-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Evergreen Road Widening Project TBD  $       500,000 

45-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Luce Griswold Road Paving TBD  $         80,000 

46-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Bowman Road Right of Way Thin TBD TBD

47-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional VMT and CRP Future Projects TBD TBD

48-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Safe Streets and Roads Future Projects TBD TBD

49-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional South 99W Corridor Study TBD TBD

50-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional 99W Between Solana and County  Line in the City of Corning TBD TBD

51-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Feasibility Study: Lake California Drive TBD TBD

52-Road-County County of Tehama Local/Regional Lake California Drive Intersection at Bowman, South Main, and I-5. TBD TBD

Long Range Total  $  290,184,797 

01-Road-Tribal County of Tehama FLAP Left turn Lane on 99 near proposed new Community Center and 2040  $     -   

01-Road-Tribal County of Tehama HSIP/Local Bridge on Orchard Ave crossing Brannin Creek 2040  $      -   

01-Road-Tribal County of Tehama HSIP/Local Glarescreen / fence between Everett Freeman Way and I-5 2040  $      -   

01-Road-Tribal County of Tehama HSIP/Local Lighting on Liberal Ave Interchange and lighting along 99 near 2040  $      -   

01-Road-Tribal County of Tehama HSIP/Local A secondary I5 access at Sour Grass Road 2040  $      -   

Long Range Total  $    -   
 $     97,368,711 
 $  333,932,597 

Short Range Total
Long Range Total

Tribal Projects - Long Range
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Project Number 
(Local)

Funding Source Description
CON 
Year

Cost in CON 
Year (@13.4%)

01-Bridge-RB HBP Baker Road Bridge @ Brickyard Creek 2030  $        3,085,264 
 $    3,085,264 

03-Bridge-County HBP McCoy Low Water Crossing and approaches 2030  $       17,856,976 
06-Bridge-County HBP Flores Ave @ Oat Creek 2030  $       10,484,160 
07-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Lowrey Road @ SF Elder Creek 2030  $        3,009,632 
08-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tyler Road @ Oat Creek 2030  $       2,608,000 
09-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Shasta Blvd @ NF Mill Creek 2030  $         5,216,000 
10-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Mt. Shasta Ave @ NF Hall Creek 2030  $       2,608,000 

 $    41,782,768 

45-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Bowman Road @ Pine Creek 2045  $       3,948,000 
46-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Bowman Road @ Mitchell 2045  $       3,948,000 
11-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Reeds Creek RD @ Brush Creek 2045  $         3,158,400 
12-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tuscan Springs RD @ Salt Creek 2045  $        3,395,280 
13-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Butte Mtn RD @ Elmore Creek 2045  $           3,711,120 
14-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Vestal Road @ Coldfork Cottonwood CRK 2045  $        2,052,960 
15-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kansas AVE @ Antelope CREEK 2045  $        3,592,680 
16-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Vestal Road @ South Fork Cottonwood CR 2045  $        7,027,440 
17-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Belle Mill RD @ Paynes Creek Slough 2045  $      28,425,600 
18-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Briggs Road @ Red Bank Creek 2045  $        6,987,960 
19-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Red Bank RD @ Vale Gulch 2045  $        2,092,440 
20-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Pine Creek RD @ Pine Creek 2045  $        2,842,560 
21-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Road @ Willow Creek 2045  $        3,079,440 
22-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits 99W @ Red Bank Creek 2045  $      18,200,280 
23-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Belle Mill RD @ Samson Slough 2045  $     22,740,480 
24-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Willard RD @ Branch of Reeds Creek 2045  $         1,895,040 
25-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kirkwood Road @ Jewett Creek 2045  $       4,974,480 
26-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Ohio AVE @ Jewett Creek 2045  $           3,711,120 
27-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Johnson Rd @ Reeds Creek 2045  $         3,671,640 

Table 4.2
BRIDGE PROJECTS

City of Red Bluff - Short Range

County of Tehama - Short Range

County of Tehama - Long Range

Total

Total
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Project Number 
(Local)

Funding Source Description
CON 
Year

Cost in CON 
Year (@13.4%)

City of Red Bluff - Short Range28-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Kelly Rd @ Mccarty Creek 2045  $         1,816,080 
29-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ Burch Creek 2045  $          4,619,160 
30-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ Jackson Creek 2045  $          1,421,280 
31-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Hall Rd @ West Burch Creek 2045  $        4,737,600 
32-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Osborn Rd @ Mill Creek Branch 2045  $         1,579,200 
33-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Rd @ South Fork Jewett Creek 2045  $        2,368,800 
34-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits South AVE @ Sacramento Riv Ovrflow #1 2045  $        3,987,480 
35-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Lowrey Road @ Vale Gulch 2045  $        2,092,440 
36-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Rawson Road @ Hall Creek Branch 2045  $         1,816,080 
37-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Wildcat Road @ North Fork Battle Creek 2045  $        9,396,240 
38-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Tehama Ave @ Corning Canal 2045  $         2,961,000 
39-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Manton Rd @ South Fork Battle Creek 2045  $        11,370,240 
40-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits South 99W @ Moore Creek 2045  $       6,000,960 
41-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Chase Ave @ Hall Creek 2045  $         3,671,640 
42-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Moller Avenue @ Moller Slough 2045  $          1,381,800 
43-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Ridge Road @ Branch Of Red Bank Creek 2045  $         1,263,360 
44-Bridge-County HBP, Toll Credits Newville Rd @ Stony Creek 2045  $      13,620,600 
45-Bridge-County TBD Woodson Bridge Planning and Replacement TBD  TBD 

 $    203,558,880 
$ 44,868,032
$  203,558,880

Total
Short Range Total
Long Range Total
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Agency Project Name Funding CON Year Project Type Total Cost

TCTC Transit Operations & Maintenance LTF, 5311, STA, Farebox 2025-2035 Operations and Maintenance  $    14,000,000 

TCTC Fleet Replacement LTF, CMAQ 2025-2035 Fleet Replacement  $      2,869,900 

TCTC
Rio Street Transit Hub 

Improvements (ZEV infra)
TBD TBD Capital Improvements  TBD 

TCTC TRAX Facility Expansion (ZEV infra) TBD TBD Capital Improvements  TBD 

 $    16,869,900 

Table 4.3
TRANSIT PROJECTS

Short Range Total
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RTP Project 
Number

Funding 
Source

Location Description CON Year Cost

01-ATP-Corning ATP Olive View School Olive View School Connectivity Project 2035+  $    1,200,000 

02-ATP-Corning ATP West Street School West Street School Connectivity Project 2035+  $      1,300,000 

03-ATP-Corning ATP Woodson School Woodson School Connectivity Project 2035+  $      1,500,000 

04-ATP-Corning ATP Solano Street Solano Street from Solano (East City Limits) to Old Hwy 99W 2035+  $      -   

05-ATP-Corning ATP Highway 99W (Colusa to South Ave) 2035+  $      -   

06-ATP-Corning ATP 1st Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Blackburn Ave to Fig Lane 2035+  $    60,000 

07-ATP-Corning ATP Black Butte Lake Regional Bike Route-Via Corning Road and Black Butte Lake Road 2035+  $    70,000 

08-ATP-Corning ATP Blackburn Avenue Corridor Improvements-Edith Avenue to Edith Avenue 2035+  $    950,000 

09-ATP-Corning ATP Blackburn Moon Drain Class 1 Bike Path-East to Corona Avenue 2035+  $    1,100,000 

10-ATP-Corning ATP Colusa Street Corridor Improvements-Edith Avenue to Marguerite Avenue 2035+  $      2,750,000 

11-ATP-Corning ATP Fig Lane Corridor Improvements-Houghton Avenue to Marguerite Avenue 2035+  $     2,000,000 

12-ATP-Corning ATP Highway 99 Regional Bike Route-South Ave to Gallagher Avenue 2035+  $   20,000 

13-ATP-Corning ATP Jewett Creek Class 1 Bike Path-Highway 99W to Toomes Avenue 2035+  $      300,000 

14-ATP-Corning ATP Marguerite Avenue Crosswalk Enhancements-Fig Lane to Blackburn Avenue 2035+  $    100,000 

15-ATP-Corning ATP Rolling Hills Casino Regional Bike Route-Via Highway 99W and Liberal Avenue 2035+  $     15,000 

16-ATP-Corning ATP Solano Street Streetscape Improvements-Highway 99W to 3rd Street 2035+  $     7,000,000 

17-ATP-Corning ATP South Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Houghton Avenue to marguerite Avenue 2035+  $      700,000 

18-ATP-Corning ATP Toomes Avenue Corridor Improvements-Fig Lane to Blackburn Avenue 2035+  $   1,600,000 

19-ATP-Corning ATP West Street Class 2 Bike Lanes-Nroth Street to Fig Lane 2035+  $    250,000 

20-ATP-Corning ATP Woodson Bridge Rec. Regional Bike Route-Via Marguerite Avenue and Loleta Avenue 2035+  $    25,000 

Total  $   20,940,000 

01-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Walnut St. Walnut St./Monroe Class 2 Bikeway 2035+  $   500,000 

02-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Diamond Ave. Diamond Avenue College Connection 2035+  $     5,000,000 

03-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Vista Way Vista Way Bikeway (South Jackson to Luther Road via Airport Road) 2035+  $     100,000 

04-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Sale Lane Sale Lane Sidewalk/Bike Lane to Sacramento River Discovery Center 2035+  $     200,000 

05-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Sale Lane Lake Red Bluff Bikeway 2035+  $      -   

06-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Reeds Creek Reeds Creek River Walk (Washington St. to Paskenta Road) 2035+  $     2,000,000 

07-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Johnson St. Johnson St. Bikeway (Walnut St. to Baker Road via Walbridge St.) 2035+  $     200,000 

08-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Vista Way Vista Way Bikeway (Montgomery Road. to Luther Road via Airport Road) 2035+  $    100,000 

09-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Washington St. Washington St. Bikeway (Willow St. to Walton St.) 2035+  $      200,000 

10-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Adobe State Park Adobe Park Bikeway (Dog Island Park to Ide Adobe State Park) 2035+  $     3,000,000 

11-ATP-Red Bluff ATP Adobe Rd. Adobe Road Bikeway 2035+  $     3,000,000 

Total  $   14,300,000 

City of Corning - Long Range

BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN PROJECTS

Table 4.4

City of Red Bluff - Long Range
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RTP Project 
Number

Funding 
Source

Location Description CON Year Cost

City of Corning - Long Range
01-ATP-County ATP Bowman Rd Bowman Road Bikeway (Evergreen School to I-5) 2035+  $     3,000,000 

02-ATP-County ATP Aramayo Way Tehama-Los Molinos Bikeway (City of Tehama and Tehama County) 2035+  $      1,500,000 

03-ATP-County ATP Baker Rd Baker Road Bikeway (SR 36 to Walnut St.) (City of Red Bluff and Tehama County) 2035+  $     3,000,000 

04-ATP-County ATP
Los Molinos Elementary 

School
Sidewalks, crosswalks, ADA ramps, on E side of Stanford between Grant and Rose. 2035+  $     500,000 

05-ATP-County ATP Bowman Rd Bowman Road Bikeway (Evergreen School to I-5) 2035+  TBD 

06-ATP-County ATP Aramayo Way Tehama-Los Molinos Bikeway (City of Tehama and Tehama County) 2035+  TBD 

07-ATP-County ATP Kirkwood Elementary School School zone improvements, traffic calming, sign package. 2035+  TBD 

08-ATP-County ATP Lassen View Elementary Safety improvements on 99 to mitigate ingress/egress dangers. 2035+  TBD 

09-ATP-County ATP Bend School Multi-use path from Ash Lane to Bend School parking lot. Move Driscoll fence line. 2035+  TBD 

10-ATP-County ATP Bend School School zone improvements (crosswalks, shoulder widening, parking lot definition. 2035+  TBD 

11-ATP-County ATP Vina Elemantary
Formalize parking and school zone area. Crosswalks, sign package, rural standard 

shoulder for peds.
2035+  TBD 

12-ATP-County ATP Flournoy Elementary School
School zone improvements, striping on Osbourne Rd. signage and formailze transition 

zone. 
2035+  TBD 

13-ATP-County ATP Gerber Elementary School Traffic calming and school zone crossing/marking on Chard Avenue. 2035+  TBD 

14-ATP-County ATP Elkins Elementary School
Multi-use path from school to community center. N.side of Toomes-Wannatoddy to 

Crane Mill
2035+  TBD 

15-ATP-County ATP RR Corridor Railroad Bikeway (Red Bluff to Los Molinos) 2035+  TBD 

16-ATP-County ATP Baker Rd Baker Road Bikeway (SR 36 to Walnut St.) (City of Red Bluff and Tehama County) 2035+  TBD 

17-ATP-County ATP Mineral Restriping and crosswalks at SR 36 and SR 172 2035+  TBD 

Total  $   8,000,000 

 $ 43,240,000 Long Range Total

County of Tehama Long Range
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Project Name Funding
CON 
Year

Intent Total Cost

Twy Rehab, Main Apron Rehab and Various-Design AIP, Local 2019 Aviation Improvements  $    100,000 
Helicopter Parking Pads and Apron Expansion - Design AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements  $    100,000 
Twy Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2020 Aviation Improvements  $      407,000 

East-West Taxiway Rehab and Security Upgrade - Design & CatEx AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements  $     110,000 

Main Apron Pavement Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2021 Aviation Improvements  $      342,000 
Apron Expansion - Construction AIP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements  $    1,340,000 
Helicopter Parking Pads - Construction AIP, Local 2022 Aviation Improvements  $     40,000 
East-West Taxiway Rehabilitation - Construction AIP, Local 2023 Aviation Improvements  $    147,000 
Security Upgrades; Fence, Surveillance - Construction AIP, Local 2023 Aviation Improvements  $      35,000 
Airport Layout Plan - Update AIP, Local 2024 Aviation Improvements  $    175,000 
Runway 15-33 Extension - Environmental Documents AIP, Local 2025 Aviation Improvements  $    100,000 
Runway 15-33 Extension - Design AIP, Local 2026 Aviation Improvements  $    150,000 

Runway 15-33 Extension - Construction AIP, Local 2027 Aviation Improvements  $      650,000 

Short Range Total  $    3,696,000 
Long Range Total  $   -  

AVIATION PROJECTS
Table 4.5

City of Red Bluff - Short Range
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Route Activity Category Activity Location CON Year
Total Project 

Cost

5
Advance 

Mitigation/Mitigation

In Tehama County near Cottonwood on Route 5 at Cottonwood Creek Bridge and on 

Route 99 at 0.1 mile north of Toomes Creek Bridge. Cottonwood Toomes Excess 

Lands Transfer (Mitigation Relinquishment)

2024/25  $         4,200,000 

36 Reactive Safety
Horse Gulch Curve Safety Improvement/In Tehama County about 26 miles west of 

Red Bluff from 5.3 miles east to 5.8 miles east of Dry Creek Bridge.
2025/26  $         5,590,000 

36
Bicycle and Pedestrian 

Infrastructure

Mineral Multi-Use Path and Shoulders - In Tehama County at and near Mineral 0.1 

mile east of Battle Creek Bridge to 0.3 mile east of Route 172
2025/26  $          4,126,000 

5 Roadside NB and SB Herbert S. Miles SRRA Well Replacement & Wastewater upgrades 2026/27  $           7,572,000 

32 Reactive Safety Elam Safety Shoulder Widening - Tehama 32 EB lane 2026/27  $           5,145,000 

36 Bridge Tehama and Plumas Scour Mitigation 2027/28  $           6,341,000 

99 Reactive Safety
Butler-Taft TW-LTL Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY NEAR LOS MOLINOS FROM 0.1 MILE 

SOUTH OF BUTLER STREET TO 0.3 MILE NORTH OF TAFT STREET.
2027/28  $          3,722,000 

5 Roadside

South Main-Diamond Ave Roadside Rehab Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY IN RED 

BLUFF FROM 0.5 MILE SOUTH OF SOUTH MAIN STREET OVERCROSSING TO 0.3 MILE 

NORTH OF DIAMOND AVENUE OVERCROSSING.

2028/29  $         15,138,000 

5 Proactive Safety

Install cable barrier in the median of Tehama-5 Legal: In Tehama County In and Near 

Corning from 0.7 mile north of the Glenn County line to McClure Creek Bridge #08-

0074

2028/29  $        27,183,900 

36 Pavement
Mineral Pavement Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY AT AND NEAR MINERAL FROM 0.8 

MILE WEST OF DIAMOND ROAD TO 0.4 MILE EAST OF MILL CREEK BRIDGE.
2029/30  $        20,968,000 

36 Mobility - TMS
Red Bluff Signals Legal: IN TEHAMA COUNTY IN RED BLUFF AT VARIOUS LOCATIONS 

FROM WALNUT STREET TO COLONY ROAD
2029/30  $           9,914,600 

5 Pavement Corning Pavement 2031/32  $        59,634,000 

99 Bridge - Health

Bridge work on TEH 99 and 005, to include, but not limited to, replace Deer Creek 

Overflow bridge (08-0003) and scour improvements on Sacramento River Bridge (08-

0096R).

2031/32  $        11,680,000 

36 Pavement Ponderosa Way Pavement Teh-36-PM 67.5/R75.10 2032/33  $          14,791,000 

32 Drainage Drainage on Tehama-32 and Trinity-36 2032/33  $           3,391,000 

 $    199,396,500 

Table 4.6
SHOPP Project List

Total SHOPP
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